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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	
	

	Optional/General comments


	The authors propose, in the submitted paper a study about " Optimized Removal of Ampicillin from Aqueous Solution Using Modified Rice Husk Adsorbent.". The manuscript was reviewed. I suggest that the authors should address the following comments in the revised paper:
1. First of all, the exact mechanism of the adsorption process is not clear, the exact mechanism of electro oxidation activation should be described in more detail, the manuscript should be rejected without clarification of this issue.

2. The main weakness of this study is that it can be used only for treatment of synthetic and diluted wastewater and in laboratory scale, it is not acceptable since many works were performed previously and some papers published in this context, so in my opinion introducing treatment methods for wastewater systems applicable for only synthetic wastewaters but not industrial and real effluents are routine works without novelty, please describe about this subject in a separate paragraph entitled as “industrial usages” with appropriate documents.  the manuscript should be rejected harshly without clarification of this issue.

3.  The quality of figures is very low and should be improved.

4. All the symbols for reagents and elements in all equations should be presented in standard format and fixed in all text. All the equations should be both charge and mass balanced.

5. The format of all figures should be unique; some of them were in word or picture while uploaded, also It is suggested that the quality and resolution of Figs. enhanced.

6. Research highlights should be representing major outcomes in 3 or 4 bullet points. Please correct them and remove unnecessary information.

7. The introduction should be rewrite, the adsorption process should be compared with AOPs,, the existing gaps in this field should be described, the following papers is related to the subject and can be used and cited at introduction section.

Challenges and future roadmaps in heterogeneous electro-fenton process for wastewater treatment
Using UV/ZnO process for degradation of Acid red 283 in synthetic wastewater
Employing UV/peroxydisulphate (PDS) activated by ferrous ion for the removal of toluene in aqueous environment: electrical consumption and kinetic study

Degradation of p-Nitro toluene in aqueous environment by Fe (II)/Peroxymonosulfate using full factorial experimental design

8. What is the difference between the study and similar studies, it is not adequately explained? Thus, a comprehensive discussion regarding the novelty of present work compared to other ones and knowledge gaps is suggested. 

9. It may be appropriate to review all units (such as mg/L or mgL-1) as standard. 

10. Captions of the figure and tables must be with complete information, conditions etc.

11. Please follow the journal's guidelines for the format of materials and method.

12. Please add the practical applications and future research prospects of this work before the conclusions section.

13. Abstract of the study must be rewritten to include all essential parts (including numerical expressions). It should clearly state the essence of the problem the authors are addressing, what methodology they adopted, the research outcome, and what was recommended. That will help prospective abstract readers decide whether to read the entire article.

14. The purpose and objectives of the research must be clearly stated in the study's introduction. There are too many paragraphs in the introduction. The introduction should be written shorter. The introduction should consist of five paragraphs answering the following five questions:

What is the problem?
Why is it interesting and important?
Why is it hard?
Why hasn't it been solved before?
What are the key components of my approach and results?

Why the authors have used DOE instead of OFAT for studying variables, the following manuscripts can be used and cited in the text.

Investigation of spent caustic effluent treatment by electro-peroxone process; cost evaluation and kinetic studies

Electrocoagulation process for spent caustic treatment: Optimization, sludge analysis and economic studies
Photocatalytic degradation of nitrotoluene in synthetic wastewater by CoFe2O4/SiO2/TiO2 nanoparticles using Box–Behnken experimental design


15. A suitable graphical abstract is missed. It is advisable to add a graphical abstract that reflects the methodology, analysis and results.

16. All keywords are poor. Keywords should be linked by some words with the subject of the manuscript.

17. The organization of the manuscript should be revised. The discussion of any figure or table must be after the figure or the table. Their discussion should be after them.

18. Some recommendations for future work can be added after the conclusions.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
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